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Application Number: 2302356

Applicant Name: Nancy Henderson, GGLO,
for Terry Gdiney, HRG

Address of Proposal: 1205 N. 45" St.

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTIONS

Master Use Permit to establish use for future construction of a four-story building conssting of 7160
g.ft. of retail use, 10 low-income gpartment units on the ground floor, and 60 low-income apartments
above. Parking for 87 vehicles to be provided in a below-grade garage. Existing structuresto be
demolished under project #2302376.

The following gpprovas are required:
SEPA - Environmental Deter mination — SMC Chapter 25.05
Design Review — SMC Chapter 23.41, with departures from the following sandards:
SMC 23.47.024 A, residentia open space,

SMC 23.47.008 B, non-residentia frontage, and
SMC 23.47.008 D, resdentid ot coverage.

SEPA DETERMINATIONS: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS® [ ] MDNS [ ] EIS

[X] DNSwith conditions

! Early DNS published April 15, 2004.
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[ 1] DNSinvolving non-exempt grading, or demoalition, or
involving another agency with jurisdiction.



Project #2302356
Page 3 of 31

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes afour-gory structure with
commercid and resdentia uses a ground level and three
levels of resdentid gpartments above. The project includes
70 residentia units and 7160 s.ft. of retall space. The
design proposes parking to be located below gradewithin
the structure, with access proposed from Midvale Ave N.
Exigting buildings are to be demolished under separate

permit.

VICINITY AND SITE

The steislocated in the Wallingford neighborhood, on the
south side of N. 45" St. and occupying the entire block
between Midvae Ave N. to the west and Stone Way N. to
the east. Both 45" and Stone are minor arterids. Midvae
AveN. isanonarterid. N. Midvae P, aminor arterid,
meets N. 45™ midblock a an angle from the west, making
the Ste a visble terminus as vehicle traffic enters the
neighborhood from the northwest. The vicinity dopes
gradudly from north to south (See Figure 1).

The property islocated in the Wallingford Residentid Urban (21 Li=
Village, and is zoned Neighborhood Commercid 2 with a
40-foot base height limit (NC2-40, see Figure 3). The
same zoning designation extends to the north, east and
southeast of the subject Ste. Adjacent to the Site on the
south, land is zoned Single Family with a 5000 sgft.
minimum lot sze (SF 5000). To the west across Midvae
Ave N, land is zoned residentia Lowrise 2 (L2).

The rectangular Site dopes atota of about 8' to the
southwest and measures about 326 feet wide and about 95
feet deep, or approximately 30,870 square feet. Currently
the Steis occupied by Sesttle Housing Authority

mai ntenance buildings with surface parking.

Development in the vicinity reflectsits zoning. To the north

and southeast are structures ranging between oneand four ~ Figure 3. Aerid view

stories. StoneWay N. is characterized by an eclectic mix of

low commercid buildings, induding offices, stores, and a

warehouse, as well as gpartments and some single family homes. To the south dong Stone Way N, a
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few properties have been newly redeveloped and are visible examples of potentid building masses
inherent in areazoning. To the west and southwest of the Site, the neighborhood is predominantly
resdentia, with sngle family homes located to the south, and apartments and townhouses across
Midvale Ave N. N. 45" Street to the east has a concentration of pedestrian-oriented businesses and
mixed use structures. Future development is to be expected to the north across 45 Street, location of
arecently demolished fast food restaurant.

The dteis served intensively by public trangt. Metro routes 14, 16, 44 and 82 pass dongside the Site.
A bus stop islocated on Stone Way North near the Ste’'s northeast corner.

FIRST EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE M EETING

The firgt Early Design Guidance meeting took place on June 16, 2003, in the cafeteria of Eckstein
Middle School. The applicant submitted an early design packet, which provides a Site and vicinity
andyss, much of which informsthisreport. The packet isavalable for public review at the Department
of Planning and Development (DPD) Public Resource Center, located on the 20™ floor of Seattle
Municipa Tower, 700 5" Avenue.

6/16/2003, 1% EDG — Applicant’s Presentation

The architect described the site context and proposed program for a mixed-use building to be located
onthe site. Additiondly, the applicant presented two dternative site plans. Option “A” included dividing
the proposed structure into three principal masses with access from Midvae Avenue North. In this
scenario, the building mass would be pushed towards the North 45th Street, opening up the southern
portion of the Site for solar exposure and open space. The commercia uses would be located at the
northeast corner, at the intersection with Stone Way, and the residential uses placed at the northwest
corner. Option “B” included bresking the building bulk into two principa forms with severd irregular
notches above the ground level on both the northern and southern facades. In this scenario, the access
would be located dong Stone Way North, abusier arterid. The commercia spacesin this scenario
would be more flexible in their possible configurations.

The applicant did not identify any proposed design departure requests at the first meeting.

6/16/2003, 1% EDG — Public Comment

Approximately 25 members of the public were present at the Early Design Guidance meeting. Public
comments and clarifying questions focused on the following issues:

Building bulk

= Concern that the size of the proposed structure will dominate the nearby residentid structures and
that the height, bulk and scale compatibility between the proposed building and surrounding
neighborhood will be incongruous.
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= Suggedtion that the scale of anticipated re-development along 45th Street is a risk of cregting a
canyontlike corridor — this development should seek to avoid such a design.

= Concern that one contiguous building the length of this Ste will be massve and should be broken
into severd smdler buildings,

=  Theheight of the proposed building will be visble further to the north given the doping geography —
this condition exacerbates the impacts of height, bulk and scale to the neighborhood.

Surrounding context

= Recognition that the McDondds Site across the street does not satisfy the design objectives of the
neighborhood.

»  Claifying that the “Wecome to Walingford” community study specifies that further community
gpaces aong 45th are not a priority.

Commercial streetfront

= Stating support for the proposed commercia uses,

= Support for the reduction of commercid (retail-type) usesin favor of resdentiad uses a the ground
leve.

Parking access

= Access points at the SW and NW corners would be more desirable from the residentia
neighborhood standpoint;

=  Preference for the parking configuration proposed under Plan B, but would like confirmation that
the bus stop can be relocated; and

L andscaping and screening

= A drong landscape buffer dong the south Sde of the site will be critical for maintaining the privecy
of the abutting resdentid uses,

= Sarvice aress (dumpsters) should be completely screened from the single family zoned areg;

= Concern that the six mature Street trees dong 45th Street remain intact;

= Design atention be given to the retaining wall and fence dong the southern edge of the Steto screen
the subject site from the resdentia uses to the south;

Public process
= Claifying therole of the Desgn Review Board.

Other issues
= Concern with the parking impacts generated by residents of this building onto adjacent streets.
= Clarification of the calculations to determine the required parking;

SECOND EARLY DESIGN GUIDANCE M EETING

The second Early Design Guidance mesting took place on March 15, 2004, at the University Heights
Community Center. The gpplicant submitted an updated design packet, available for public review at
the DPD Public Resource Center, located on the 20" floor of Seattle Municipa Tower, 700 5"
Avenue.
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2" EDG, 3/15/2004 — Applicant’s Presentation

Terry Gdiney of the Housing Resources Group (HRG) made a brief presentation, explaining that the
project involved purchasing the land from the Seettle Housing Authority (SHA). To date, the
proponents have met to discuss community concerns with interested citizens through the Wallingford
Neighborhood Council, and have used that feedback to supplement the Board' sfirst Early Design
Guidance and to further refine the proposa to address design priorities for the Site.

Nancy Henderson, project architect with GGLO, presented her analysis of the Site and vicinity. The
current design concepts involve afour story structure articulated into three parts, punctuated on the
north fagcade by two principa modulations. The principa bulk of the building is located to the north,
with awide south-facing open space located somewhat above existing grade to the south. The
proposed structure exhibits a predominantly commercia nature a the corner of 45™ and Stone, with a
more urban edge, no resdentid baconies. The gpplicant is currently consdering materids that include a
concrete base with tile insets, and stucco on the levels above on the design’ s eastern component.
Toward the corner of 45™ and Midvale, fagades are more residentialy oriented, with achange in scale
and ground floor entries, and terraces and stoops fronting Midvale. Upper stories might include lap
gding dong the middle section facing 45th, and predominantly Iap on the western sde, with standing
seam vertical meta panels on the top floor. The applicant proposes operable windows for both
resdential and commercid spaces.

The design exceeds zoning requirements for ground-level commercid frontage and depth, and the
gpplicant identified as a priority the creation of aviable commercia space for a stable tenant.

The architect noted that location of access to parking had been a principa concern in earlier review, and
that she had pursued this discussion further with DPD staff and street use reviewers at Sesttle
Department of Transportation (SDoT). Based on the complexity of accessing parking from either
arterid, and based on g&ff’ s overal assessment of design tradoffs, the preferred location for parking
accessis off Midvale Ave N. The current design program involves accessing waste and recycling
storage from Stone Way.

The design’s massing steps away from the resdentid homes to the south by locating its open space on
the south. The southwest corner of the fourth floor is further set back, providing a step back across an
area about the sze of three resdentid units.

The design proposes most of the residentia open space above the parking level on a south-facing plinth.
The architect described three separate program areas along thislong, linear terrace. On the western
dde, the intent isto provide private open space sheltered by landscaping. A middle section isintended
to be more public, perhaps defined by apergola. A third areato the east isto be amore active
children’s play area. The design envisions awall separating the open space from the adjoining sngle
family homes to the south, ranging in height from 10' on the west to possibly 4 on the east. The
architect suggested that the wal might feature inlays or texturing as presented on photo boards.



Project #2302356
Page 7 of 31

The applicant origindly, mistakenly identified a5' sdewak widening on the north side of the property.
The origind plat involved a north property line located 5' northward of the current line, but a 1904
Condemnation Ordinance widened the right of way, resulting in the current Situation. As proposed, the
design extends to the exigting property line.

The architect provided a detailled shadow study showing the project’ s likely shadow impacts at summer
and winter solstice and the equinoxes. At the winter equinox, the most conservative sample, the
project’s December shadow extends across N. 45™ St. and the southern third of the property across
the Street. At other times of year, shadows cast on neighboring properties are shown to be reatively
gmal or non-existent.

The architect showed examples of GGLO's other work, including the Gilmore, amixed use
development located at 3 and Pine downtown, and Stewart Court, located a Bellevue Ave and East
Olive Way in the Pike/Pine neighborhood. Both projects are aso developed by HRG.

2"° EDG, 3/15/2004 — CLARIFYING QUESTIONSBY THE BOARD

A Board member suggested that the public should fed free to reiterate comments made in separate
community meetings, to encourage free-flow of informetion.

How will the garage be vented? Mechanicdly. Might take the vents to the roof.
Have you considered brick on the lower floor? The applicant has't costed it out yet.

Please explain current grades along the south wall. Grades range from 208 to 201 from southeast
to southwest corners.

2"° EDG, 3/15/2004 — PUBLIC COMMENT

Twenty-two (22) members of the public sgned in & the Early Design Guidance meeting on March 15,
2004. Comments from the meeting focused dmost entirely on design considerations under the Board's
purview. Other comments related to required street improvements and parking, which DPD will
address during zoning and land use review. DPD a0 received six letters from the community, and
comments are reflected below. Comments related to design review included the following:

Architectural concept

» [Design devations] look ordinary. Aim for something that isn't crazy, but didtinctive.

= Try to break the mass down into regular patterns that organize the fagade and direct the eye to
interesting points on the facade.

=  What isthe intermediate vertical element at the center dong Midvae? Too prominent.

= Thisdgte should provide good background architecture for the neighborhood. Nothing showy.
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= | would like to see attention to dl “corners of the building” such that there is some architecturd
detal that unifies the entire design while incorporating a sense of the architectures of the surrounding
houses. It isasimportant for those driving south on Stoneway as for those driving south on Midvae
Avenue North to see pleasing design features on the corners of the building.

Context

=  TheBadyr building is not a successful design.

= Condgder the Press Building on Capitol Hill (1610 Belmont Ave, a the corner of Belmont & Pine):
solid historic materids, gppropriate garage entrance, operable windows, avnings. It's not ageneric
building.

Building height and bulk

» Please provide ashadow dide showing 7 AM.

»  Use maeridsto minimize the building mass, no light colors.

= Thisisadifficult building to desgn, becauseit’ll be huge.

= Condder redlocating the units at the top floor on the west side to the middle somewhere. Reduce
one of the courtyards and exchange height for extra coverage.

= Look for opportunities to reduce the height, even if margindly.

= Public hes consstently stated thisdesignistoo big, and it'sremained its origina Size.

» Thebaseisill too big. Thisisalong expanse dong 45". Make it seem smaller.

=  The proportions of the proposed building are much too massive for the location. Appropriate
would be abuilding of 2 storiesin height. Otherwise the building towers above dl ese, dominating
the landscape, and destroys the idea that thisis awecoming resdentia neighborhood. (Of course,
| do redlize that the Site is zoned “commercial™).

=  Thebuilding isout of proportion with the adjacent Sngle-family home area. No compromise has
been offered from the origind proposd.

= Thebuilding is extremey big and does not fit the adjacent sngle family home neighborhood.

Parking entrance

= The garage entrance should be shifted to the corner.

= Concerned by the parking entrance dong Midvae, particularly if there are to be commercia and
resdentia drivers combined. Midvae Ave N. isa* Sedttle chicken dreet”, with one lane generdly
avalable to traffic in both directions. Concerned about safety of locating parking entrance here.

= Midvaeisnot wide enough to handle an entrance to the parking garage. The entrance to the garage
should be on 45thy at the west end of the building. The issue has been raised repeatedly at
mesetings and ignored. Midvaeisaone lane resdentia street not suited to this scale of commercid
development.

= Put the entrance on the southeast corner of the project on Stone Way.

= Relocating the entrance would ... break up the Soviet gpartment look of the proposed building.

= Parking should not be on Midvale.

Materials
= Dark metd would be gppropriate. Typica beige succoisnot. “Boxed in beige’.
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= Don't provide aconcrete base. Invest in high qudity materids, particularly a ground level. Many
newer buildings nearby have provided brick. Concrete says“ graffiti here’.

= Nomed dding please. Yearsfrom now well look back and say “<o turn of the millennium?”.

= Saturated colors are welcome.

=  Double-hung, operable windows woud be adesign asst.

= Provide good trim around windows and doors. Provide texture with punched openings.

=  No metd sheeting on top. Go with something timeless, not trendy.

Commercial fagade
= Provide continuous overhead protection along the extent of the commercid space. Invest in qudity.
= Deeper, more ample commercia spaceis preferable to long and linear.

Southern fagcade

= Pay particular atention to the design’s southern fagade. Right now it resembles a dormitory.
= Thenew resdentid buildings dong Stone are ugly and are not good contextud examples.

= Condder further treatment of the south-facing facade. Needs better modulation.

L andscaping
= Indedgning lighting and landscaping, consider issues related to security and glare.

Other

= Possbleto improve the bus stop on Stone Way? It's an eyesore.

= Lotsof recent and impending development in this area of Walingford. It's overwheming.
Concerned about whether the overdl plan is appropriate. Uncomfortable with the notion of
departures on top of an aready massvely scaed building — we need to be stricter, not more lenient.

= A wider sdewak could be agood justification for a departure from the residential open space
requirement.

= Arecommercid ddiveriesto happen off the street? Think this through carefully.

FIRST RECOMMENDATIONSM EETING

Thefirgd Design Review Recommendation meeting took place on July 19, 2004, a the University
Heights Community Center. The gpplicant submitted an updated design packet, available for public
review at the DPD Public Resource Center, located on the 20" floor of Sesttle Muncipa Tower, 700
5™ Avenue.

7/19/2004, 1ST RECOMMENDATIONS—APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Nancy Henderson, project architect, presented the updated design in adigita dideshow format. She
summarized the Ste and vicinity conditions described above, and gave a brief synopss of the
architectura program: amixed use development including 70 affordable resdentid apartments, with
ground floor retail and a harder urban edge aong the northeast and east streetfronts, and a quieter,
more resdentia style dong the northwest, with walkup resdentid entries on the west streetfront. To the
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south, the design incorporates a raised open space divided into three different areas of varying activity,
separated from the adjacent single family homes by alow, textured wal. Vehicle accessisonthe
southwest corner, facing Midvale Ave N.

In response to Board guidance to reduce the height at its western end, the updated design has rel ocated
the fourth floor units on this Sde to more eastern portions of the structure, resulting in an increase in
overdl lot coverage and a decrease in open space provided. The updates aso feature a Stronger corner
expression on 45" and Stone. This portion of the building is primerily brick at the corner, with pand's
inbetween — the architect is aming for “something more artistic” here, such astilesin a herringbone

pattern.

The Board's early guidance was to explore a 2/3 — 1/3 expression of the principa building massing as
seen dong N. 45" &, providing for amore spacious courtyard at the main residentia entry, and a
stronger “corner” expression where N. Midvae Pl joinsN. 45" &t. The design team prepared such an
dternative, but the architect determined that a 2/3 massing of the more commercidly oriented facades
overwhelmed the remaining 1/3. Insteed, the architect presented a concept that shifted the origina
middle mass to the east, but that retained its three-part massing with atrangtion in materids from brick
on the east to Hardipand on the west, with algp texture painted adark roya blue with alight gray
offsst. The desgn’sresdentidly-oriented western end would be clad in an olive green Hardipand with
aboard and batten texture. The upper story would be clad in a sanding-seam metal colored awarm
grey, not a corrugated pattern percelved as too “trendy”. Among other perspectives, the architect
presented the view of the design for motorists and pedestrians gpproaching the ste dong N. MidvaeH,
with attention to the positive human scae effect of the existing street trees and proposed landscaping
surrounding the residentia entry.

The updated design would involve three departures from land use code standards, in consideration of a
good response to design prioritiesidentified by the Board: reduced residential open space, reduced
non-residentia street frontage, and increased residentia |ot coverage above 13. Thisreport lists
requested departures in detail and the design team’ s judtification on page 23 below.

7/19/2004, 1° RECOMMENDATIONS— CLARIFYING QUESTIONSBY THE BOARD

The areas colored artichoke and royal blue are painted stucco? The blue and green are both
Hardipanel. Straw color on the corner mass would be stucco.

7/19/2004, 1°" RECOMMENDATIONS— PUBLIC COMMENT

Twelve members of the public signed in a the first recommendations meeting. They offered the
following desgn-related comments.
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Rooftop machinery

= No provison for rooftop machinery. Where will it be located? — architect clarified there won't be
any rooftop equipment other than penthouses for the devator and penthouses. There will be small
mushroom-shaped vents.

Parking access, traffic

= Describe the process for deciding where the parking should be accessed. | live acrossthe street,
and it will negatively impact the qudity of my life to have that traffic outsde my house. Glad the
dumpster isn't out there.

= Will the intersection be reworked?

= Disagree with the proposed parking location.

= | don't understand why parking access off Midvae is the better location. It affects us further down
44th and 43rd. We' ve suggested that 45th would be a better spot. Midvaeisa 30'-wide street
with cars parked on both sides.

= If it hasto be there, then| suggest that the city widen Midvale dong thet Ste. Traffic circlesare
throughout the neighborhood at al the intersections.

East-facing facade
=  Doesthe commercid space on the corner extend the full length of the exigting parking lot?
Interested in where the south wall is proposed to be. — architect clarified that thiswall would be at

the property line.

South-facing wall

»  Please darify what's been designed on the south-facing wall. Any drawings related to the south
gde of the building? Architect clarified that the intent is to provide a pattern on the wal using
texture on the ingde of the formwork — the design hasn't been completed yet.

= How highisthe proposed south wal? Seven feet a the southwest, trangtioning to 2- 3 feet high at
the southeast.

= Landscaping features should incorporate enough evergreen that it creates alandscape blockage
between the SF residents and the building.

Height, bulk & scale

= Seams like the NC-40 zoning bleeds too far to the west. A lot of these issues stem from that.
Think about how that diagond street is oriented. Neighborhood suffers from running that 40° height
dlowance dl aong the block.

= Architect mentioned that the 2/3 overpowersthe 1/3. That proportion aso applies to the adjacent
houses to the south. This development is out of scae.

=  Ovedl massng workswel. Windows are in aregular and normd pettern.

= Themassngisgood, and donein an interesting way.
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Corner expression

= Corner trestment on the l€eft is atreatment, but it's not clear what' s happening at the ground leve
that addresses the corner. If that’ s the gateway, then why does Midvale have another gateway
expresson?

Corniceline

= |nthelast presentation there was a subtle cornice — it'slogt in thisincarnation. Big roof is trendy
today, but might not be tomorrow. 1t would be good to see a consistent cornice that ties together
the digparate ends of the building. The building needs atop, especidly on the west Sde.

Finish materials, colors

= Too many colors going on here— | should be careful what | ask for. Provide colorsthat are
saturated, but not bright. Royd blue shouldn’t be in the mix.

= Thishbuilding has“tarted up”. It'sthe busest trestment of everything dong 45th. This could be a
good building, but it'stoo busy. Try to cam it down.

=  Very concerned about the use of metd sding al over the place. Don’t see any reason to provide
an agriculturd building materid here— it doesn't fit.

= S0 many materias are complicated to detail. Not enough careis given to the detaling

Treeson adjacent properties
= Treesontheresdentid south Sde. There are two century-old treesthere. If the root systems
encroach into the project Site, that’s a concern.

FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS M EETING

The second and fina Design Review Recommendations meeting took place on August 16, 2004, at the
Universty Heights Community Center. Five Board members attended, and seventeen (17) members of
the public sgned in. The applicant submitted an updated design packet, available for public review at
the DPD Public Resource Center, located on the 20" floor of Seattle Muncipal Tower, 700 5" Avenue.

8/16/2004, FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS—APPLICANT’S PRESENTATION

Terry Galiney, representative for the developer, itemized some of the design responses resulting from
earlier public feedback, including a reduction in massing on the west side and substantial modulation and
design trestment of the project’s north fagade, and qudity finish materidsincluding brick.

Nancy Henderson, GGL O architect, provided abrief chronology of the project’s public review,
summarizing information presented above. She explained how the updated design comports withthe
Board' s guidance and most recent recommendations:

» Thedesgn'smassng islocated to the north of the Site, away from adjacent residentid uses,
» Thesouth wal isdesigned to below, and exhibits substantid texturing;
=  Massng reflects the Board' s guidance;
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= Exiding dreet trees are to be preserved,;

= Trash and recycling isto be accessed from Stone Way N;

= The ground-floor commercia space stops midway dong the north fagade;
= Thenortheast corner is emphasized and composed primarily of brick;

= The northeast corner is eroded at the ground level;

= Thewegtern portion of the building is reduced to three stories;

»  Themassng isamplified over the previous design iteration;

= Thevehicle accessislocated on the west Sde;

= Colorsare now “saturated”, but not too bold.

Viewed from the north, the updated design drawings show three principa building masses. The eastern
meass is composed primarily of three-story brick bays and artigtic tile spandrels and kickplates with
interdtitid wal segmentsfinished in succo. The corner dement and its flanking bays are verticdly
expressed and represent a strong commercial presence on the corner. A cornice capsthe third leve,
serving to diminish the desgn’s gpparent scale. The fourth leve is compaosed primarily of alight-colored
stucco. The corner is emphasized by a somewhat higher parapet, a darker vertical metd siding onthe
fourth level, and crowned with awider brow. At the ground level, the corner entry steps back in
consderation of neighborhood guidance. Cable-supported sted avnings project horizontaly from the
brick facades.

Seen from the north, the central building massis a continuation of the eastern mass and of asmilar

scae, but is diginguished by a shift in color and finish maerids. Bays are set in afagade composed
primarily of stucco pands. Each bay isfinished with architecturd concrete at the ground floor,
horizonta Igp Sding above, and an unidentified gray sding on the fourth level, and a subtle cornicdine
that steps down somewhat from the parapet behind, sgnaing areduction in scae toward thewest. The
fenedtration pattern shifts dightly from the eastern to the central mass, reflecting a shift in floorplates and
amore relaxed, resdential compostion. A minor eyebrow or trellis above the centrd mass northwest
corner provides aminor foca point for the sghtline from uphill on N. Midvade A.

A landscaped courtyard entry separates the centra mass from the western one, where about 30" of the
principal facade steps back about 25'. Its perimeter is framed with raised planter beds and potted
trees. A projecting bay at the back of the courtyard combines materias and scar lements of either
Sdeto effect atrangtion between the masses.

Beyond the courtyard to the west, the design steps down to three floors, composed of horizontal 1ap
gding on thefirg two levels and vertica metd sding on the third. Windows at the ground level are
more residentia in character, and two residential porches extend into a setback on the west Side.

The architect presented the proposed color schemes as “afamily of colors, with variety from building to
building”. A rendered south e evation shows substantial modulation and variation in color, finished
primarily with horizonta |gp siding, stucco pand, and verticd metd panels.
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The landscape architect described typical sections between the building and the street. OnN. 45" &, a
five-foot planting strip for street trees, awakway, and planters againg the building, covered in part by a
metal awning. On the west Side, the residentia walkups are set back about 10/, providing opportunities
for quaity landscaping, in addition to the 7' planting strip in the right of way. The proposed location of
the driveway requires remova of an existing ash tree dong the sdewak. Consdering the locations of
both the driveway access and a stop sign at the corner of Midvale Ave N. and N. 45" S, the architect
clarified that space remains for one or two parked cars on the east Sde of Midvade Ave N, providing
substantia opportunity for vehiclesto pass on this narrow residentia street.

The design team noted that the dimensions of the provided residentia open space have changed dightly
asaresult of redlocating the building mass from the western fourth floor, but that the open space
program has not changed appreciably.

8/16/2004,FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS— CLARIFYING QUESTIONSBY THE BOARD

Is there any change in the number or scope of requested departures? The gpplicant provided an
updated departure matrix, summarized on page 23.

8/16/2004 FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS— PUBLIC COMMENT

Seventeen (17) members of the public Sgned in a the final recommendations meeting. They offered the
following desgn-related comments.

Pedestrian amenities and street improvements

= Unaware of the two crosswaks marked on the site plan.

» Propose that you diminate the remaining on-street parking stal north of the driveway to provide a
wider corridor to N. 45" St.

= You should widen Midvae.

= Odd condition where you have a canopy that extends in places over a planter. It's better that
canopies cover the sdewalk. It'simportant that canopies be degp enough to provide some real
overhead weather protection.

Vehicle access
= Public comment has congstently opposed locating vehicle access on N. Midvae Ave.

Height, bulk & scale

=  Thisprojectissmply too big, it'sout of scae. On three Sides, it's acommercialy-zoned enclave.
I’ve never seen such responsiveness to public comment, but the one key problem isn’t addressed at
dl.

= TheBoard hasthe authority in trangtional properties to reduce the height, bulk & scde of the
project.
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Architectural composition & colors

Thisis not acam composition. It does not diminish the scae to chop the thing up into eighteen
different colors. There arelots of different components, 11 different colors, at least 17 different
elements of the building painted different colors on one Sde of the building. There stoo much
business, and it doesn't diminish the scde at dl.

Avoid bright or very light colors. | urge the Board to ask them to calm down the darker colors at
the top. Have fewer colors. Make some decisions about how you' re going to paint the building,
and bring it together.

The corniceis alittle less successful, but it'sthere. There should be a cornice trim that’s more
consgtent throughout the building.

Bays are lower than the overdl roof — that’ s good.

South wall & adjacent trees

Please speak to the buffering of the south wall. [Applicant clarified that earth will be bermed againgt
the north side of the south wall, above the parking structure, with shrubs planted above and arailing
of duminum pickets or some other decorative pattern.]

Please do what' s possible to save the trees located across the property line to the south.

There needs to be a serious effort to protect the existing trees aong the south line.

Theral atop the south wal will resemble a miniaturized monorail project. I’d much rather awal a
7' across the entire property line. Congder taking the wall to aheight that dlows dl neighborsa
degree of due privacy.

GUIDELINES

After vigting the Ste, congdering the andyss of the site and context provided by the proponents and
hearing public comment, the Design Review Board members provided the siting and design guidance
and recommendations described below and identified by letter and number those Siting and design
guiddlines of highest priority to this project, found in the City of Seeitle’ s Design Review: Guidelines
for Multifamily and Commercial Buildings.

A.

Ste Planning

A-1 Respondingto Site Characteristics

The siting of buildings should respond to specific site conditions and opportunities such as
non-rectangular lots, location on prominent intersections, unusual topography, significant
vegetation and views or other natural features.

A-2 Streetscape Compatibility

The siting of buildings should acknowledge and reinforce the existing desirable spatial
characteristics of the right-of-way.
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A-5 Respect for Adjacent Sites
Buildings should respect adjacent properties by being located on their sitesto minimize
disruption of the privacy and outdoor activities of residents in adjacent buildings

A-8 Parkingand Vehicle Access
Sting should minimize the impact of automobile parking and driveways on the pedestrian
environment, adjacent properties and pedestrian safety.

A-10 Corner Lots

Buildings on corner lots should be oriented to the corner and public street fronts. Parking
and automobile access should be |ocated away from corners.

Guidance — Site Planning

First meeting. The Board strongly emphasized the importance of maintaining the view corridor aong
Stone Way. Therefore, setbacks aong the east side of the proposed structure would be encouraged to
preserve thisview. The Board urged that the structure be set back along Midvale to respect the
resdentia nature of this street. This condition is especidly critica dong the southern edge of the
property where the residential zone to the south does not have the benefit of a street as abuffer. See
A-5. At the next meseting, the Board would like to review eevations of the Site, including adjacent
development within gpproximately five blocks of the subject site.

The Board requested that the dab and retaining wall necessary to accommodate the parking structure
create a respectful edge between the subject Site and the residential usesto the south. To thisend, the
Board recommended situating the open space dong the southern edge as a buffer between zones and
uses. Likewise, focusing the building mass to the northern edge would aso help to minimize impactsto
the abutting residential zone. The Board aso recommended a sun and shadow study be conducted to
ensure that the parcels to the south maintain accessto light and air.

The Board would like the gpplicant to explore the possibility of locating the vehicular access on North
45th Street. Also, at the next mesting, the Board would like to be presented with the neighborhood
plan asit relaesto this Ste and proposed building. The Board expressed a preference for the access
described in Option B, but would like to make sure that both Metro and SDOT can support access
from Stone Way. If the bus stop, which is currently located near the east Side of the site, can be shifted
further to the south and safe pedestrian crossing can be made across Stone Way, the Board
recommends pursuit of this Ste plan dterndtive.

The Board recommended that an architectural statement be integrated into the proposed building design
at the intersection of North 45th Street and Stone Way. This area has been identified asa
neighborhood gateway and the design should reflect thisrole. The perspective of the building & the
northwest corner will be visble from the north and should dso establish a strong architectural statement,
but of amore resdentia character than commercial.
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Design response. “Providing aview corridor [dlong Stone Way N] conflicted with severa other gods
of the neighborhood and the Board — to concentrate units on 45" and Stone, and to reduce the number
of units closer to the resdentid area. The Wallingford Neighborhood Plan aso asks that the corner be
treated as a“ gateway” to Walingford, which aso seemsto conflict with this guidance.

“The sun/shadow study showss that the building does not shade the houses to the south. The open space
is located on the South property line and the building massis on the street edge.

“In discussons with SDoT and DPD, it was determined that the Stone Way access to the ste will not
befeasble. Thelocation of the drive on Midvale appears to have the least impact to pedestrians and
adjacent properties.

“Wewill continue to refine the design in response to the comments received.

Second meeting. The Board pointed out that this property effectively has three corners: NE, NW, and
midblock, in that the principa sightline for vehicle and pededtrian traffic dong Midvae P N. connects
with the middle of this block. The agpplicant should design the structure with thisin mind, and should
present to the Board a perspective sketch showing this view of the proposed design.

One Board member voiced a concern that the proposed location of the parking access is quite removed
from the location of the commercid pace, raisng the question of whether it will actudly be used by
commercid dlients. Board members acknowledged that severd design priorities identified acal for
placing the parking access in the proposed location.

Board members supported the program hierarchy for the proposed south-facing open space: secluded
and more private open space areas, common adult space, and children’s play spaces.

The Board stated they would welcome a5' setback to the north to provide awider sdewak. Thiswas
in response to the applicant’s mistaken interpretation of the existing north property line. See discussion
on page 6.

The Board requested that the applicant include in the next presentation an explanation of the garage
venting design, and that elevations show proposed rooftop mechanica equipmen.

Recommendations — Site Planning

Third meeting. Board members agreed that creating a strong storefront presence on 45™ and Stone
Way are important, and they recommended that the architect provide evidence of qudity detailing at the
sdewdlk, particularly relaing to streetfront materids, the design of awnings, lighting, and landscaping.
Some Board members raised concerns that the design does't step back to provide some openness at
the corner, but the overall recommendation appeared to be to provide evidence of substantia

pedestrian amenities at this gateway location.
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Board discussion reflected an understanding of the tradeoffs between a 3-building expresson versus a
design split into just two principad massing dements. They generdly supported the way the building has
evolved. They recommended that the architect attempt to unify the design without presenting a uniform
eevation.

The Board concurred with the design choice to |locate the vehicle entry on Midvae Ave N, but
requested that DPD gtaff and the applicant meet with Sesattle Department of Transportation (SDoT)
daff to discuss potentiad measures available in the right of way to address public concerns. Beyond the
question of gppropriate location of the parking garage, they expressed some frudtration to staff that
environmental concerns of spillover parking and traffic are not better addressed in a public forum.

Fourth meeting. Board members noted that the purpose of thisfina meeting isto review colors,
materias, and other more fine-grained design issues reated to Sdewak amenities, architectura detailing,
landscaping, and the corner treetment. The Board complimented the design team on its response to
previous Siting guidance and recommendations.

B. Height, Bulk & Scale

B-1 Height, Bulk and Scale Compatibility

Projects should be compatible with the scale of development anticipated by the applicable
Land Use Palicies for the surrounding area and should be sited and designed to provide a
sensitive transition to near-by, less-intensive zones. Projects on zone edges should be
developed in a manner that creates a step in perceived height , bulk and scal e between the
anticipated development potential of the adjacent zones.

Guidance—Height Bulk & Scale

First meeting. The Board requested that a deliberate configuration push the height and bulk of the
proposed building mass away from the sngle-family zone. The Board strongly supported bresking the
building masses into separate pieces, 0 the percelved mass is more compatible with the surrounding
scale of development. If notches in the building are included to achieve this, then the indentations should
be degp enough to create this perception. The design of the building from the west Sde should be of a
more resdentia nature, while the eastern half should project acommercia character.

Second meeting. Board members stated that the “wall-like qudity” of development on thislong block
is of concern, so attention to proportion and detail is critical aong the 45" St. facade.

The Board recognized the applicant’s clear attempt to represent the structure as three smaller entities.
However, the Board recommended that the applicant instead develop a two-part design, in which the
eagtern portion of the building would read as acommercid building with stronger lines, and the western
portion would exhibit a more modulated, resdentia style. Such a two- part scheme might dso dlow the
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architect to combine the two small courtyards (these spaces fed “left over”, according to Board
member) into alarger, more gracious space associated with a grander principa resdentia entry. Board
membersidentified 15 as a desirable setback at thislocation. The Board noted that a two-component
parti would likely be a*“big gesture to Walingford’s commercia gateway”, and an appropriate trestment
of the quieter qudity of the space a the Site' s northwest corner.

The Board commented that the current three-part design gppears to be “limited by its symmetry”, and
recommended that the gpplicant design the structure to be asymmetrical, with attention to proportion
and scale.

As shown at the meeting, Board members felt the top level istoo unified, and that the subtle shiftsin
floor levels might be an additional design opportunity to visudly modulate this long facade.

The Board recommended that the applicant consider a design involving three stories on the structure's
western end, in which the architect would reallocate the volume represented by the fourth-floor unitsto
lower levels. Board members noted that a design departure for residentia lot coverage would likely be
gopropriate to facilitate such an dternaive.

Design response. “We have redidtributed the units to diminate the fourth floor on the western
building. This has resulted in dimination of one of the “notches’ on 45" &t. The residentia lobby
entrance has been enlarged to create a more gracious space.

Recommendations— Height, Bulk & Scale

Third meeting. The Board unanimoudy approved of the proposed massing, and commended the
design team for responding to a concern stated by the public — that the NC2 zone appears to have
extended too deeply into an areamore appropriately characterized by lower residentia buildings. They
supported the design response of splitting the principa masses dong 45", rdocating fourth floor units
and shortening the western end, placing the principal mass on the property’ s north side, and providing
ample landscaping and texture on the south Sde.

The Board generdly supported the fenestration as proposed.

Fourth meeting. The Board gpplauded the design team’ s efforts to reduce the design’s height on the
west side.

Board members noted that the height of the parking structure' s south-facing wall appearsto be
appropriate, and the wall is adequatdly textured. Any individua neighbor will experience only their
section of it. Board members identified an opportunity for some crendlation across the top of the wall,
up and down, and noted that the wall should provide the same qudity texturing and patterning asit turns
the corner.
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C. Ar chitectural Elementsand Materials

C-1 Architectural Context
New buildings proposed for existing neighborhoods with a well-defined and desirable
character should be compatible with or complement the architectural character and siting
pattern of neighboring buildings.

C-2 Architectural Concept and Consistency
Building design elements, details and massing should create a well-proportioned and
unified building form and exhibit an overall architectural concept.
Buildings should exhibit form and features identifying the functions within the building.

In general, the roofline or top of the structure should be clearly distinguished fromits
facade walls.

C-4 Exterior Finish Materials

Building exteriors should be constructed of durable and maintainable materials that are
attractive even when viewed up close. Materials that have texture, pattern, or lend them-
selves to a high quality of detailing are encouraged.

Guidance— Architectural Elementsand Materials

First meeting. The Board would like to see the proposed design again before the Master Use Permit
gpplication is made so that the dternatives can be further explored aong with programmeatic changes
(open space, access and uses) and more design devel opment has occurred.

Second meeting. The Board expressed a particular concern that materiads be of high quality,
particularly at the sdewak level. A commercia space unbroken by an entry courtyard provides
opportunities for multiple entries, and the Board asked that the commercia space be designed with this
inmind. The Board favors brick and tile aong the desgn’s commercidly focused component. The
Board encourages wide canopies here.

The Board focused on the south-facing facade, and Board guidance was that the gpplicant should
design this facade with amore “ casud aesthetic”, with public comment in mind.

Board members supported the comment from the public about saturated colors, particularly for the
principa commercialy oriented facades.

Board members generally approved of the current trestment of the top level of the resdentialy-oriented
facades, apparently favoring square, more solid trestment of thisleve over a canted mansard. Meta
gding isan option for the upper leve as proposed, especidly congdering it isafarly minor component
of the larger design eevation, but Board members indicated its use should be “sengitive, qudity,
timeless, not trendy”. The Board recommended that the residentia portion of the structure use double-
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hung, operable windows. The Board stated that the design’s northwest corner needs better definition,
without providing further specific guidance in thisregard.

Along the 45" St. facade, the Board recommended that the applicant focus on “ secondary and tertiary
rhythms’ that visualy modulate the facade beyond its two primary masses. Condder varied fendration
that speaks to the commercial/resdentia characters of each component.

Design response. “Although the scdeis clearly different, the proposed character of the building is
intended to transition from acommercial character on the corner of 45™ and Stone and amore
resdentia character to the west on Midvae. We have done this by diminating the ground floor
commercid, changing modulation patterns, materids and by adding at grade access to the ground level
units.

“We have changed the base materid to brick, in response to the community and Board' s request. The
other materids will be a combination of cementitious sding, stucco, wood trim and a smal amount of
metd.

Recommendations— Architectural Elementsand Materials

Third meeting. Board members agreed with public comment about too many materias, and they
recommended that the architect “tone it down somewhat”. They particularly recommended thet the
proposed colors be toned down to something less bright, and that the color scheme of the middle
portion of the building should be “brought into the family of the rest of the building”.

Board members stated that the brick and stucco combination appears to work well. They
recommended that the applicant provide details related to the composition of the brick storefront,
showing window mullions and canopies.

The Board recommended that the applicant show drawings detailing windows and entries on the
design’sresdentiad western end.

Some Board members voiced concerns about the thick, flat brows proposed for the roofline of the
design’s commercidly oriented Side. They recommended that a strong cornice is gppropriate here, and
that it is“highly desrable’ to have awell developed top to the building, but that it needs further
refinement. They identified developing a more continuous cornice as an gppropriate response that might
unify the building styles without resulting in an overly unified massng.

Board members supported the chosen materids.

Fourth meeting. The Board complemented the design team in thair use of tile inlaysin the brick
facade.
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Board members were generaly open to further refinement of the northern fagade, keegping in mind the
overall objectives of reducing the design’s gpparent mass and unifying the various e ements through
color and architecturd detail. One Board member stated that the paette of materials, colors, and
modulationsisn’'t necessarily too diverse, that the various e ements appear to be of the same family and
interrdlate wdll. They dso identified the further unification of the corniceline as a design opportunity.
The Board declined to make any further recommendations to change the overal composition, but
agreed that the applicant may work with DPD gaff on further refinement.

D. Pedestrian Environment

D-1 Pedestrian Open Spaces and Entrances

Convenient and attractive access to the building’ s entry should be provided. To ensure
comfort and security, paths and entry areas should be sufficiently lighted and entry areas
should be protected from the weather. Opportunities for creating lively, pedestrian-
oriented open space should be considered.

D-2 Blank Walls

Buildings should avoid large blank walls facing the street, especially near sidewalks.
Where blank walls are unavoidable, they should receive design treatment to increase pe-
destrian comfort and interest.

D-7 Personal Safety and Security

Project design should consider opportunities for enhancing personal safety and security in
the environment under review.

Guidance — Pedestrian Environment

First meeting. The Board agreed that the open spaces shown along Midvae should be well vegetated
to maintain a green buffer and trangtion to the resdentid zone to thewest. At the next meeting, the
Board would like to see transverse and longitudina sections through the site and including the adjacent
development. The Board dso suggested that the units located at the ground leve be flexible to
accommodate either commercia or residential spaces providing atrangtion of uses towards the
northern portion of the building.

Second meeting. The Board asked that the updated design drawings show the proposed treatment of
the southern wall. The Board wel comed the gpplicant’ s suggestion that it be “something subtle’, such as
legf imprints.

Design response. “The spacein front of the units on Midvae is now shown with stepped plantersto
mitigate the height of the concrete wal above the grade of the Sdewalk.

“The landscape design is based on different functions. There are soft areas for passve use, children’'s
play area and socid areawith more hard surfaces.




Project #2302356
Page 23 of 31

“The street trees have been evauated by SDoT and will be protected during construction to remain.

Recommendations — Pedestrian Environment

Third meeting. In generd, the Board recommended that the architect should focus on graphicaly
communicating the details of the pedestrian experience of the site and the adjacent sdewaks a the next
meeting, induding identifying likely sgnage and location of existing crosswalks.

Fourth meeting. The Board recommended that canopies should cover &t least 5' of Sdewalk,
considering the exigting trees.

E. L andscaping

E-1 Landscaping to Reinforce Design Continuity with Adjacent Sites
Where possible, and where there is not another overriding concern, landscaping should
reinforce the character of neighboring properties and abutting streetscape.

E-3 Landscape Design to Address Special Site Conditions

The landscape design should take advantage of special on-site conditions such as high-
bank front yards, steep slopes, view corridors, or existing significant trees and off-site
conditions such as greenbelts, ravines, natural areas, and boulevards.

Guidance — Landscaping

First meeting. The Board supported the inclusion of landscaping features — both soft and hardscaped
appropriate to the designated open space aress.

The Board requested preservation of the existing Sireet trees that border the subject site,

Second meeting. Board guidance is to use landscaping thet is sengitive to safety and privacy concerns
raised by neighbors.

Recommendations — L andscaping

Third meeting. The Board recommended approva of the landscape design presented for the south+
facing open space. Board members recommended that the applicant be prepared to present a detailed
landscape plan at the next meeting, identifying specific landscape treetment of the Sdewak areas only.

Fourth meeting. The Board recommended that the gpplicant strengthen the landscaping aong the top
of the south wall, providing for more shelter and privacy, especidly from the children’s play area.




DEPARTURE FROM DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS

The applicant requested the following departures from Land Use Code devel opment standards.

Reguirement Proposed Comments Board Recommendation
SMC 23.47.024 A, open | 11% of Residential open space is sensitively designed for arange of The Board recommended
space. Usable open residentia gross uses and age groups living in the building. Southern, sunny approval of the proposed
space shall be at least floor area at exposure, and careful consideration of neighborsto the south. | departure, in consideration of
20% of residential gross | exterior, or the comments at |eft.
floor area. Approx. 7,400 SF. Relocation of 4" floor gpartments on west side has resulted in
10,700 sg.ft. otherwise re- abigger footprint for the residentia levels, extending further
quired. into the proposed open space.
SMC 23.47.008 B, non- | Propose 62% — Thiswas arequest by the neighborhood. The character of 45™ | The Board recommended
residential frontage. A | 247.5, located changestores dentlal at the point where N. Midvale PI. approval of the proposed
minimum of eighty (80) aong the connectsto N. 45" Street. The design response was to departure, in consideration of
percent of a structure's northeast and provide residentia on the ground floor instead of commercid at | the comments at |€ft.
street front facade at east frontages. that point.
street level shal be
occupied by non- DPD has discretionary authority to waive the requirement for
resdential uses. 399.17" x one or more frontages, per 23.47.008 B4. DPD has waived
80% = 319.34' the frontage requirement for Midvale Ave N.

DPD staff has recommended that a more appropriate

performance standard is to measure commerual frontage from

the N. Midvale Pl intersection with 45", around to the

southeast corner. Using that measure, commercia frontage is

more than 100%
SMC 23.47.008 D, Propose 67% Relocation of 4" floor apartments on west side hasresulted in | The Board recommended
residential lot lot coverage for abigger footprint for the residential levels2 & 3. approval of the proposed
coverage. Above levels2 & 3. departure, in consideration of

thirteen (13) feet from
finished grade, the
residentia portion of a
structure containing
resdential and non-
residentia uses shal be
limited to a maximum lot
coverage of sixty-four
(64) percent.

The 4th floor is much smaller than otherwise dlowed.

the comments at |€eft.




DECISION —DESIGN REVIEW

The Director concurs with the recommendations of the Northeast Seettle Design Review Board,
delivered August 16, 2004 subject to the conditions listed at the end of this report.

ANALYSIS—SEPA

DPD requires a State Environmenta Policy Act (SEPA) andyssfor a development of more than four
resdentid unitsin a Neighborhood Commercid zone, according to Director’s Rule 23-2000 and SMC
25.05.800. The applicant provided the initid disclosure of this development’ s potentid impactsin an
environmental checklist sgned and dated on March 31, 2004. DPD received letters from Sx
neighborhood resdents. Thisinformation and the experience of the lead agency in Smilar Stuations
form the basis for thisandysis and decison. This report anticipates short- and long-term adverse

impacts from the proposal.

Short-term I|mpacts

The following temporary or construction-related impacts are expected: decreased air quality dueto
increased dust and other suspended air particulates during congtruction; potential soil erosion during
excavation and generd ste work; increased runoff; tracking of mud onto adjacent streets by
construction vehicles; increased demand on traffic and parking from construction equipment and
personnel; conflict with norma pedestrian and vehicular movement adjacent to the Site; increased noise;
and consumption of renewable and non-renewable resources. Due to the temporary nature and limited
scope of these impacts, they are not considered significant (SMC Section 25.05.794). Although not
sgnificant, these impacts are adverse.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665 D) states, “where City regulations have been adopted to
address an environmenta impact, it shal be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve
suffident mitigation”, subject to limitations. Severa adopted City codes and/or ordinances provide
mitigation for some of the identified impacts. Specificaly these are: the Stormwater, Grading and
Drainage Control Code (grading, Site excavation and soil erosion); Street Use Ordinance (watering
streets to suppress dust, obstruction of the rights-of-way during congtruction, construction aong the
dreet right-of-way, and sdewak repair); Building Code (construction standards); and Noise Ordinance
(congruction noise). Compliance with these codes and ordinances will be adequate to achieve sufficient
mitigation of potentid adverseimpacts. Thus, mitigation pursuant to SEPA is not necessary for these
impacts. However, more detailed discussion of some of these impactsis appropriate.

Air and environmental health. DPD reviewed demalition of the existing structures and grading of
contaminated soils under project #2302376. This review therefore assumes the site to be vacant and
underlain by deanfill for purposes of determining impacts to air and environmenta hedth No further
conditioning is therefore warranted in this regard.
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Construction noise. Noise associated with congtruction of the building could adversdly affect
surrounding uses in the area, which include resdentia uses. Due to the proximity of the project Site to
the resdentia uses, DPD finds the limitations of the Noise Ordinance to be inadequate to mitigeate the
potentia noise impacts. Pursuant to the SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665) and the SEPA
Construction Impacts Policy (SMC 25.05.675 B), mitigation is warranted.

The hours of dl work not conducted entirdly within an enclosed structure (e.g. excavation, foundation
ingalation, framing and roofing activity) shdl be limited to between 7:30 am. and 6:00 p.m. on non
holiday weekdays to mitigate noise impacts. Limited work on weekdays between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00
p.m. and on Saturdays between 9:00 am. and 5:00 p.m. may be alowed if prior approval is secured
from the underdggned Land Use Planner (or his successor). Such after-hours work islimited to
emergency congtruction necessitated by safety concerns, work of low noise impact; landscaping activity
which does not require use of heavy equipment (e.g., planting), or work which would subgtantidly
shorten the overdl congtruction timeframe. Such limited after-hours work will be considered only when
the owner(s) and/or responsible party(ies) provide three (3) days prior notice to alow DPD to evaluate
the request. See Table 1 and Condition #3, below.

Parking. ThesiteabutsN. 45" St, abusy arterid leading to the Wallingford neighborhood business
digtrict. Assuming the remova of existing curbeuts, on-street parking for about Sx vehidesis available
on the south side of 45™ adjacent to the Site; it is not available on Stone Way N. Periodic visitsby

DPD déff to the Steindicated that on-street parking in this neighborhood is adequately available on
weekdays during daytime hours, when most construction work isto occur.  Short-term parking impacts
involve additiona parking demand generated by construction personne and equipment. Thedteislarge
enough to accommodate worker parking and machinery when congtruction of the garage has been
completed. If congtruction-related parking is located onsite when possble (see Condition #9), then
likely parking impacts are not sufficiently adverse to warrant further mitigation.

Construction Vehicles. Exigting City code (SMC 11.62) requires truck activitiesto use
arterial streetsto every extent possible. The subject site fronts N. 45" St. and Stone Way N,
and traffic impacts resulting from the truck traffic associated with grading will be of short
duration and mitigated by enforcement of SMC 11.62. Thisimmediate areais subject to traffic
congestion during the PM peak hour, and large trucks turning onto the two adjacent arterials
would further exacerbate the flow of traffic. Pursuant to SMC 25.05.675 B (Construction
Impacts Policy) and SMC 25.05.675 R (Traffic and Trangportation) additiond mitigation is
warranted. For the duration of the grading activity, the applicant/respongible party shdl cause
grading truck trips to cease during the hours between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays. This
condition will assure that truck trips do not interfere with dailly PM pesk treffic in the vicinity
(Condition #10). As conditioned, thisimpact is sufficiently mitigated in conjunction with
enforcement of the provisons of SMC 11.62.

City code (SMC 11.74) provides that materid hauled in trucks not be spilled during transport. The
City requires that aminimum of one foot of “fregboard” (areafrom level of materid to the top of the
truck container) be provided in loaded uncovered trucks which minimizes the amount of spilled materia
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and dust from the truck bed en route to or from asite. No further conditioning of the
grading/excavation eement of the project is warranted pursuant to SEPA poalicies.

Other short-term impacts not noted here as mitigated by codes, ordinances or conditions
(e.g. increased use of energy and natura resources) are not sufficiently adverse to warrant further
mitigation.

Long-term |mpacts

Long-term or use-related impacts are a so anticipated from the proposal: increased bulk and scae on
the Site; increased traffic and parking demand due to the new commercia space and new residences,
minor increase in arborne emissions resulting from additiond traffic; minor increase in ambient noise due
to increased human activity; increased demand on public services and utilities; loss of vegetation; and
increased energy consumption.

Thelikely long-term impacts are typicd of thisscde of neighborhood commercia development, and
DPD expects them to be mitigated by the City’ s adopted codes and/or ordinances (together with
fulfillment of Seettle Trangportation requirements). Specificaly these are: the Land Use Code (aesthetic
impacts, height, setbacks, parking); and the Sesttle Energy Code (Iong-term energy consumption).
However, more detailed discussion of some of these impacts is appropriate.

Parking. The project provides 87 on-ste parking spaces, in excess of the zoning required minimum
(50 spaces for low income resdentid units, and 13 for the retail gpace, assuming no agreement to share
parking between uses). Census data indicate that househol ds with 50% or less of median income own,
on average, no more than one vehicle per unit. Theserateslikely are even lower in neighborhoods such
as Wallingford, where trangit is reasonably available. Given aresdentid parking supply of 1.06 spaces
per unit (assuming retail parking is not to be shared), proposed ongite parking is likely to accommodate
parking demand generated by the site, and no spillover islikely to occur. No further mitigetion is
therefore warranted in this regard.

Traffic. Various neighbors submitted written comments identifying traffic safety concerns, particularly
with regard to the location of the proposed vehicle access on Midvae Ave N. The Midvae Ave N.
right of way is 60" wide, from property line to property line. The existing roadway appears to be about
25, which provides for wider planting strips. Given that there are existing curbs, the gpplicant is not
required to widen the roadway. However, it is possible to expand the roadway to as wide as 32 by
widening 3.5 on ether sde. Such an improvement would involve a 3.5 expansion aong the east Sde
of the gtredt, at an estimated cost of $60-80 thousand. Seattle Department of Transportation (SDoT)
indicates that with parking on either sde of the street, 3.5' isinsufficient to provide for an extra passing
lane.

The proposal appears to provide for adequate sight lines and vehicle maneuvering space. The western
property line of the subject Siteis 95' long. The proposed driveway adjacent to the south property line
is 20' wide, and no parking is dlowed within 5' of the driveway. At the intersection of Midvale Ave N.
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and N. 45" ., no parking is alowed within 30' of the corner and the stop sign. That |leaves about 40'
for parking, which isless than the standard length required for two cars. It's therefore possible to
restrict on-street parking by painting the curb red for the mgority of the curb aong the west property
line. The gpplicant and SDoT may even remove parking atogether dong that western curbline, but
traffic caming factors and on+street parking concerns would argue for keeping at least one legal space.

From the standpoint of traffic safety, the proposed design provides adequate Sghtlines to the sidewak
for drivers entering and exiting the building. Considering that only one or two vehicles may park on the
east Sde of Midvae Ave N, there is adequate room for maneuvering in this narrow right of way

DPD determines that the project’ s likely traffic impacts are not sufficiently adverse to warrant mitigation.

Height, Bulk & Scale. The subject sSteislocated in an NC2-40 zone. Allowed height in thiszoneis
40, not including provisions for parapets and other rooftop gppurtenances. Adjacent propertiesto the
south are zoned SF 5000. Allowed height in this zoneis 30' to the top of wall, and 35' to theridge of a
pitched roof. To the west across Midvae Ave N, land iszoned L2. Allowed height in this zoneis 25
to top of wall, 35' to the ridge of a pitched roof.

The City’s SEPA policy, SMC 25.05.675 G dates, in part: It isthe City's policy that the height,
bulk and scale of development projects should be reasonably compatible with the general
character of development anticipated by the goals and policies set forth in Section C of the land
use element of the Seattle comprehensive plan regarding the System of Land Use Regulation ...
and the adopted land use regulations for the area in which they are located, and to provide for a
reasonable transition between areas of |ess intensive zoning and more intensive zoning.

The policy further dates: The Citywide design guidelines (and any Council-approved,

neighborhood design guidelines) are intended to mitigate the same adver se height, bulk and scale
impacts addressed in these policies. A project that is approved pursuant to the design review
processis presumed to comply with these height, bulk and scale policies. This presumption may
be rebutted only by clear and convincing evidence that height, bulk and scale impacts
documented through environmental review have not been adequately mitigated. Any additional
mitigation imposed by the decisionmaker pursuant to these height, bulk and scale policies on
projects that have undergone design review shall comply with design guidelines applicable to the
project.

Through Design Review, the gpplicant responded to public comment, Board guidance and
recommendations by:

= |ocating the principa building mass to the north of the Site, away from adjacent sngle family homes,

= |ocating the residential open space to the south of the Site, which serves as alow, landscaped buffer,

= desgning atextured, low concrete wal for the parking structure, The south wall is designed to be
low, and exhibits subgtantia texturing,

=  massng the long north facade in accordance with Board guidance,
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= modulating the building’s south fagade in accordance with Board guidance,
= gepping the western portion of the building from four to three Stories.

Asthe project has received substantia review and treatment through Design Review, DPD therefore
determines that no further mitigation is warranted.

DECISION — SEPA

This decison was made after review by the responsible officia on behdf of the lead agency of
acompleted environmenta checklist and other information on file with the responsible department. This
condtitutes the Threshold Determination and form. The intent of this declaration isto satisfy the
requirement of the State Environmental Policy Act (RCW 43.21C), indluding the requirement to inform
the public of agency decisions pursuant to SEPA.

[X]  Determination of Non-Significance. This proposal has been determined to not have
asgnificant adverse impact upon the environment. An EISis not required under
RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C).

[ ] Determinaion of Significance. Thisproposd has or may have asgnificant adverse impact upon
the environment. An EISis required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(C).

CONDITIONS—-DES GN REVIEW

Thefollowing Desgn Review conditions 0, 5, and 6 are not subject to appeal.

Prior to Issuance of the Master Use Permit

1 The gpplicant shal update the Master Use Permit plans to incorporate and reflect
drawings shown to the Design Review Board on August 16, 2004 and the
recommendations and conditionsin this decison. The gpplicant shal embed conditions
and colored landscape and eevation drawings into updated Master Use Permit and all
building permit sets.

2. In accordance with the Board' s recommendation, the gpplicant shall update the Master
Use Permit drawings to show that the west facing wal of the parking structure provides
the same qulity texturing and patterning proposed for the south wall, acceptable to the
assigned planner.

3. In accordance with the Board’ s recommendeation, the applicant shall update the Master
Use Permit drawings to show canopies that cover at least 5' of the Sidewalk, acceptable
to the assigned planner.
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4, In accordance with the Board’ s recommendation, the applicant shdl update the Master
Use Permit drawings to show enhanced |andscaping aong the top of the south wall,
acceptable to the assgned planner. The updated |andscape design shall provide for
shelter and privacy, epeciadly from the children’s play area.

Prior to and/or During Construction

5. Any changes to the exterior facades of the building, Sgnage, and landscaping shown in
the building permit must involve the express approval of the project planner prior to
congtruction.

Prior to Issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy

6. Compliance with the approved design features and eements, including exterior ma-
terids, roof pitches, facade colors, landscaping and right of way improvements, shdl be
verified by the DPD planner assigned to this project (Scott Ringgold, 233-3856) or by
the Design Review Manager. The applicant(s) and/or responsible party(ies) must
arrange an gppointment with the Land Use Planner at least three (3) working days prior
to the required inspection.

CONDITIONS —SEPA

Prior to Issuance of any Permit to Construct or Demolish

7. The owner(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shal submit a statement acceptable to the
DPD planner verifying that consiruction-related parking is to be accommodated on-Site.

During Construction

The following condition to be enforced during construction shal be posted at the Stein

alocation on the property line that is visble and accessible to the public and to congtruction personnel
from the gireet right-of-way. The conditions will be affixed to placards prepared by DPD. The
placards will be issued aong with the building permit set of plans. The placards shdl be laminated with
clear plastic or other weatherproofing materid and shal remain in place for the duration of construction.

8. The hours of al work not conducted entirdly within an enclosed Structure (eg.
excavation, foundation ingalation, framing and roofing activity) shdl be limited to
between 7:30 am. and 6:00 p.m. on non-holiday weekdays® to mitigate noise impacts.
Limited work on weekdays between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. and on Saturdays
between 9:00 am. and 5:00 p.m. may be allowed if prior gpprova is secured from the

2 Holidays recognized by the City of Seattle are listed on the City website, www.seattle.gov/personnel/employees/holidays.asp
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undersigned Land Use Planner or his successor. Such after-hours work is limited to
emergency congruction necessitated by safety concerns, work of low noise impact;
landscaping activity which does not require use of heavy equipment (e.g., planting), or
work which would subgtantidly shorten the overal congtruction timeframe. Such limited
after-hours work will be srictly conditioned upon whether the owner(s) and/or

respons ble party(ies) provide three (3) days prior notice to alow DPD to evauate the
request.

Non-holiday work hours

Sun Mon
]

Table 1. Non-holiday work hours. Unshaded work hours shown above are permitted outright. For
certain work, it is possible to request DPD approvd for additional hours shaded in gray.

0. Parking for congtruction workers shal be provided on-sSite as soon asisfeasible,

10. For the duration of grading activity, the owner(s) and/or responsible party(ies) shall cause
grading truck trips to cease during the hours between 4 p.m. and 6 p.m. on weekdays.

Sgnature __ (Sgnaure on file) Date: _ December 23, 2004
Scott A. Ringgold, Land Use Planner

SARirge
K:\Signed Decision82302356.doc



